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I.S.B. #6555
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
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I.S.B. #9525
P.O. Box 2816
Boise, ID 83701
(208) 334-2712
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
)
ALEXANDER WOODLEY,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
________________________________ )

NO. 43941
BONNEVILLE COUNTY
NO. CR 2015-8376
APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Alexander Woodley was sentenced to a unified term of eight years, with three
years fixed, which the district court suspended, after he was convicted of felony
operating a motor vehicle while under the influence (“DUI”). He contends the district
court abused its discretion when it imposed this sentence upon him in light of the
mitigating factors that exist in this case.
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
At approximately 2:00 a.m. on July 5, 2015, Idaho State Police Trooper Neil
Stevens effected a traffic stop of Mr. Woodley’s vehicle after observing a lane change
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violation.

(7/17/15 Tr., p.5, Ls.18-22; p.6, L.21 – p.7, L.8; p.19, Ls.3-5.)

Trooper

Stevens noticed Mr. Woodley had bloodshot, red, glassy eyes and was fidgety and
chatty. (7/17/15 Tr., p.8, Ls.7-12.) Mr. Woodley started eating while Trooper Stevens
was talking to him, and Trooper Stevens observed a closed bottle of beer in the
passenger seat.

(7/17/15 Tr., p.8, L.12 – p.9, L.6.)

Trooper Stevens asked

Mr. Woodley to perform field sobriety tests, and he refused. (7/17/15 Tr., p.9, L.16 –
p.10, L.2.) Trooper Stevens placed Mr. Woodley under arrest and then, based upon his
observations, requested from the magistrate a search warrant authorizing a blood draw,
which the magistrate granted. (7/17/15 Tr., p.12, Ls.13-18; p.15, Ls.2-13.) Trooper
Stevens transported Mr. Woodley to the hospital and, during the blood draw,
Mr. Woodley said, “Now they’re going to see the amphetamines inside me.” 1 (7/17/15
Tr., p.15, L.21 – p.16, L.8.)
Mr. Woodley was charged by Information with felony DUI, having one or more
prior convictions for felony DUI.

(R., pp.52-53.)

At the arraignment, Mr. Woodley

entered a plea of not guilty. (R., pp.55-56.) Mr. Woodley filed a motion to suppress,
arguing that the evidence presented to the magistrate in the oral request for a warrant
authorizing a blood draw “did not rise to the level of probable cause.” (R., p.69; 9/14/15
Tr., p.4.)

The State filed an opposition to Mr. Woodley’s motion.

(R., pp.84-86.)

Following a hearing, the district court issued an order denying Mr. Woodley’s motion to
suppress. (R., pp.91, 92-95.)

The district court concluded “the magistrate had

The State did not have the results of the blood draw at the time of the preliminary
hearing, but the blood sample ultimately confirmed the presence of methamphetamine.
(7/17/15 Tr., p.22, Ls.3-5; R., p.153; 11/9/15 Tr., p.15, Ls.21-25.)
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substantial evidence to believe probable cause existed for issuing the warrant.”
(R., p.94.)
Following the denial of Mr. Woodley’s motion to suppress, the parties entered
into a written plea agreement pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 11(f)(1)(B). (R., pp.14144.) Mr. Woodley agreed to plead guilty to felony DUI and apply to a problem solving
court. (R., p.141.) The State agreed that if Mr. Woodley was accepted into a problem
solving court, it would recommend probation with the condition that Mr. Woodley
participate in and complete the problem solving court. (R., p.141.) The district court
accepted Mr. Woodley’s guilty plea pursuant to North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25
(1970). (11/9/15 Tr., p.28, Ls.20-15; R., pp.146-47.)
At sentencing, the district court confirmed that Mr. Woodley wished to stand by
his guilty plea. (12/21/15 Tr., p.40, Ls.20-25.) The district court sentenced Mr. Woodley
to a unified term of eight years, with three years fixed, and then suspended the
sentence and placed Mr. Woodley on probation for a period of five years. (R., p.158.)
The district court imposed eleven special conditions on Mr. Woodley’s probation,
including the condition that he attend and satisfactorily complete the Port of Hope
Program. (R., pp.158-59, 170.) The judgment was entered on December 22, 2015.
(R., pp.160-66.)

Mr. Woodley filed a timely notice of appeal on January 13, 2016.

(R., pp.180-83.)
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed upon Mr. Woodley a
suspended sentence of eight years, with three years fixed, in light of the mitigating
factors that exist in this case?
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed Upon Mr. Woodley A
Suspended Sentence Of Eight Years, With Three Years Fixed, In Light Of The
Mitigating Factors That Exist In This Case
Mr. Woodley asserts that, given any view of the facts, his suspended sentence of
eight years, with three years fixed, is excessive. Where, as here, the sentence imposed
by the district court is within statutory limits, “the appellant bears the burden of
demonstrating that it is a clear abuse of discretion.” State v. Miller, 151 Idaho 828, 834
(2011) (quoting State v. Windom, 150 Idaho 873, 875 (2011)). “When a trial court
exercises its discretion in sentencing, ‘the most fundamental requirement is
reasonableness.’”

Id. (quoting State v. Hooper, 119 Idaho 606, 608 (1991)).

“A

sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the primary objective of
protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence,
rehabilitation or retribution.” Id. (citation omitted). “When reviewing the reasonableness
of a sentence this Court will make an independent examination of the record, ‘having
regard to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender and the protection of
the public interest.’” Id. (quoting State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 594 (1982)).
The sentence imposed on Mr. Woodley by the district court was not reasonable
considering the nature of the offense, Mr. Woodley’s character and the protection of the
public interest. Mr. Woodley admitted to using methamphetamine a few days prior to
driving on July 5, 2015, and methamphetamine was detected in his blood sample.
(11/9/15 Tr., p.15, Ls.21-25; p.28, Ls.4-7; R., p.153.) Mr. Woodley was not driving
dangerously at the time of the offense—he was pulled over simply for making a right
turn into the inside instead of the outside lane. (6/17/15 Tr., p.7, Ls.1-6.) His driving did
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not pose a risk to anyone, and there was no evidence that his drug use interfered in any
way with his driving. Mr. Woodley admitted to the offense and apologized at sentencing
for “putting all you in a position to have to judge me for my bad choices.” (12/21/15
Tr., p.51, Ls.18-20.) Mr. Woodley’s crime, while serious, did not warrant the lengthy
sentence imposed.
Mr. Woodley’s character also did not warrant such a lengthy sentence.
Mr. Woodley previously served eight years in prison, and was released in 2013 with
significant mental health issues. (Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”), pp.13, 17.)
He was diagnosed with a mood disorder, a personality disorder, and dependence on
alcohol, cannabis and amphetamine. (PSI, pp.22-23.) The evaluator who completed
the GAIN-I assessment recommended inpatient treatment, and noted a history of
suicide attempts. (PSI, pp.18, 19.) Mr. Woodley is clearly in need of substance abuse
and mental health treatment, not a term of incarceration. At sentencing, he told the
district court, “It’s been real difficult being a wandering Jew, living in the state of Idaho,
trying to figure out what the Lord expects of me . . . . And I’m really sorry that I can’t get
it together, but I’m working on it.”

(12/21/15 Tr., p.51, Ls.20-24.)

It is clear from

Mr. Woodley’s personal history that a term of incarceration will not help him, but will only
result in greater harm.
The public interest will be best protected if Mr. Woodley receives the substance
abuse and mental health treatment he needs. A term of incarceration will do nothing to
protect the public interest in the long term and, with the necessary treatment, there is no
indication that Mr. Woodley poses any threat to the public.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Woodley respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it
deems appropriate or vacate his sentence and remand to the district court for
resentencing.
DATED this 21st day of July, 2016.

__________/s/_______________
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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